REMARKS 

Claims 1-18 are pending in the instant application. Claims 2 and 9 have been objected to 
due to informalities. Claims 4-7 and 1 1-14 have been objected to as being potentially non- 
limiting claims. Claims 1-7, 9-13, and 15-17 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,099,431 issued to Natarajan. Claims 7, 14, and 18 
have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over an article 
entitled, "Linear Programming" from Math World. Claims 2 and 9 have been amended to 
overcome the objections raised by the Examiner. In addition, claims 1 and 8 have been amended 
to resolve the objections raised with respect to claims 4-7 and 1 1-14. In addition, claims 1, 2, 8, 
9, 15, and 16 have been amended in a non-narrowing manner to better clarify that which the 
Applicants regard as their invention. No new matter has been entered. The Applicants submit 
that claims 1-18 are in condition for allowance and respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the outstanding objections. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C § 102 

Claims 1-7, 9-13, 15-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,099,43 1 to Natarajan. 

With respect to claims 1 and 8, the Examiner contends that Natarajan discloses a method 
and storage medium for integrating rework operations into a planning process comprising: 
providing at least one rework Bill of Materials flow for use in conjunction with other Bills of 
Materials flow in a production planning process, citing column 4, line 2 in support. The 
Examiner also contends that Natarajan teaches forecasting rework parametric information 
associated with said at least one rework Bill of Materials flow; said rework parametric 
information including at least one of yields, cycle times, capacities, and rework materials, citing 
column 3, lines 53-64 in support. The Examiner also indicates that Natarajan discloses 
generating an integrated manufacturing plan utilizing said rework parametric information and 
said at least one rework Bill of Materials flow, citing column 4, lines 21-24 in support. 
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The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections of claims 1 and 8 because Natarajan 
fails to teach each and every element of Applicants' claims 1 and 8. Natarajan describes a 
method for prioritizing rework orders that have already been released to a manufacturing line 
(column 2, lines 65-68). Contrary to Natarajan, Applicants' claims 1 and 8 recite a method for 
generating manufacturing plans for future rework releases. In the context of Figure 1 of 
Natarajan, the limitations as recited in claims 1 and 8 would, by definition, take place in the area 
of blocks 10 and 20 (prior to release in a manufacturing line), whereas Natarajan explicitly 
teaches that the rework order prioritization activities are conducted in box 40 (Figure 1). In 
support, column 4, lines 1-4 of Natarajan states . .and receives as inputs bill of materials data 
on re-work orders from the production release system and user input 47 on re-work quantity and 
routing information" (emphasis added). As recited in claims 1 and 8, an integrated 
manufacturing plan is generated that includes the plan for rework operations and original Bill of 
Materials. Clearly, the limitations recited in claims 1 and 8 are conducted prior to release to a 
manufacturing line. 

Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to recite "the rework parametric information 
including yields, cycle times, and rework materials." Natarajan fails to teach or suggest rework 
parametric information including yields, cycle times, and rework materials. The Examiner 
contends that Natarajan discloses cycle times, citing column 3, line 63. However, this reference 
relates to cycle times as an output of its simulation, which is then examined for acceptability. It 
does not utilize cycle time in the context of forecasting parametric information for the rework 
Bill of Materials flow that includes cycle times as recited in claims 1 and 8. For at least the 
reasons advanced above, the Applicants submit that claims 1 and 8 are not anticipated by 
Natarajan. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the outstanding rejections is respectfully 

* 

requested. 

Referring to claim 15, the Examiner contends that Natarajan shows a system for 
integrating rework operations into an advanced planning process comprising: a server executing: 
an advanced planning system (citing Figure 2, 42); an enterprise resource planning system (citing 
43); and a rework system (citing 45); a technical data repository in communication with said 
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server (citing Column 2, lines 27-32); and rework parametric information comprising: yields; 
cycle times; capacities; rework materials (citing Column 3, lines 53-64); wherein said rework 
system implements: providing at least one rework Bill of Materials flow for use in conjunction 
with other Bills of Materials flow in a production planning process (citing Column 4, line 2); 
forecasting rework parametric information associated with said at least one rework Bill of 
Materials flow (citing Column 3, lines 53-64 — "cycle times"); and generating an integrated 
manufacturing plan utilizing said rework parametric information and said at least one rework Bill 
of Materials flow (citing Col 4, lines 21-24). 

The Applicants submit that claim 15 is not anticipated by Natarajan at least for the 
reasons advanced above with respect to claims 1 and 8. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
outstanding rejection is respectfully requested. 

Referring to claims 2, 9, and 16, the Examiner contends that Natarajan shows balancing 
capacity constraints for said at least one rework Bill of Materials with capacity constraints for 
said other Bills of Materials flow (citing "work-in-process inventory" — Col. 4, lines 12-13). 
The Applicants strongly disagree. There is simply no teaching or suggestion in Natarajan of 
balancing capacity constraints for a rework Bill of Materials with capacity constraints for other 
Bills of Materials flow as indicated by the Examiner. The Applicants fail to appreciate the 
relevance of a work-in-process inventory to the balancing capacity constraints between rework 
Bill of Materials flow and other Bills of Materials flow. Accordingly, because Natarajan fails to 
teach the elements recited in claims 2, 9, and 16, the Applicants submit that claims 2, 9, and 16 
are not anticipated by Natarajan and respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of these 
rejections. 

Claims 3-7 depend from what should be an allowable claim 1. Claims 10-14 depend 
from what should now be an allowable claim 8. Claims 17-18 depend from what should be an 
allowable claim 15. For at least these reasons, the Applicants' submit that claims 3-7, 10-14, and 
17-18 are in condition for allowance and respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the outstanding rejections. 
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Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 7, 14, and 18 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "Linear Programming" From Math World. The Examiner concedes with respect to claims 
7, 14, and 18 that Natarajan fails to disclose that the solving program is executed via a linear 
programming application; however, the Examiner contends that such linear programming 
applications are well known in the art and further contends that it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the simplex method of 
linear programming to do the solving shown in Figure 2 of Natarajan because "it is a well known 
way to 'find the best answer' as shown above in the MathWorld article" (Office Action dated 
February 22, 2005). The Applicants submit that claims 7, 14, and 18 depend from what should 
be allowable claims 1, 8, and 15, and therefore, should be allowable claims. Moreover, the 
Applicants submit that the utilization of linear programming to plan rework operations as recited 
in the Applicants claims is not obvious. For at least these reasons, the Applicants submit that 
claims 7, 14, and 18 are patentable over the Linear Programming reference and respectfully 
request reconsideration and withdrawal of the outstanding rejections. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the instant application is in 



condition for allowance. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that this application be allowed 



and a Notice of Allowance issued. If the Examiner believes that a telephone conference with 
Applicants' attorneys would be advantageous to the disposition of this case, the Examiner is 
cordially requested to telephone the undersigned. 

In the event the Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks deems additional fees to be due 
in connection with this application, Applicant's attorney hereby authorizes that such fee be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-0510. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CANTOR COLBURN LLP 




Marisa J. Dubuc 
Registration No. 46,673 
Confirmation No. 4139 
Customer No. 48915 



Date: July 7, 2005 

Address: 55 Griffin Road South, Bloomfield, CT 06002 
Telephone No: (860) 286-2929 
Fax No: (860)286-0115 
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